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PER CURI AM

Carol yn DeLeon seeks to appeal the district court’s orders in
No. 99-1995, granting sumrmary judgnent to Enterpri se Leasing on her
enpl oynent discrimnation action; and in No. 99-2505, awarding
court costs to Appellee Enterprise Leasing. W dism ss the appeal
in No. 99-1995 for lack of jurisdiction because DeLeon’s notice of
appeal was not tinely filed and affirmthe district court’s order
in No. 99-2505.

Parties are accorded thirty days after entry of the district
court’s final judgnent or order to note an appeal, see Fed. R App.
P. 4(a)(1), unless the district court extends the appeal period
under Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(5) or reopens the appeal period under
Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(6). This appeal period is “mandatory and

jurisdictional.” Browder v. Director, Dep’'t of Corrections, 434

U S 257, 264 (1978) (quoting United States v. Robinson, 361 U S

220, 229 (1960)).

The district court’s order in No. 99-1995 was entered on the
docket on April 15, 1999. Although the district court granted an
extension of the appeal period through June 16, 1999, DelLeon’s
notice of appeal was not filed until July 13, 1999. Because DelLeon
failed to file a tinely notice of appeal, we dism ss the appeal in
No. 99-1995.

W also find that the district court's assessnment against

DeLeon of the reasonable cost of the preparation of Enterprise's



successful summary judgnent notion was not an abuse of the court's
discretion. See 28 U S.C. 1920 (1994); 28 U.S.C. § 1920 (1994);
Gak Hall Cap and Gown Co. v. Od Domnion Freight Line, Inc., 899

F.2d 291, 296 (4th Cr. 1990). Accordingly, we affirmthe order in

No. 99-2505 on the reasoning of the district court. See DelLeon v.

Enterprise Leasing Co., No. CA-97-972-5-H(E.D.N.C. Cct. 14, 1999).

We di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.

No. 99-1995 - DI SM SSED

No. 99-2505 - AFFI RVED



